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Purwanl to Scction 252(e)(5) of the ) 
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Cotporation Commission Regarding ) 

VeilLon Virginia Inc , and for i 
Expcdi~ed Ai biri.ation 1 

I n  thc Mattcl- or Petition 01' ATKrT 

Communications Act lor Prccmpiion 

Inrcrconncctivri Di spures with 

CC Dockct No 00-25 I 

Vel-izon Virgini;i Inc ("Verimn VA") I-esponds ro AT&T/WorldCom's ci'iticisms of 

Veri7oi i 's  methodology foi- weighLing fcature itivcslment costs, discussed in paragraphs 11-20 of 

Lhr Rcburld Dcclaix ion or Michael Baranowski. attached to ATgiTIWorldCom's November 18, 

1003 Rebuttal Comments on Verizon V A ' ?  compliance filing. Thcse claims, which were raised 

tor rl ie 1irs1 IIITIC in AT&T/WorldCom's rebuttal filing, are beyond the scope of the issues to be 

addrcssed i n  ic\ponsc IO the compliance tllings. and are in any evcnt incorrect 

As an initial tnattcr, rhc But-eiru made cleai. that in their rebuttals to a compliance filing, 

rhc piinies werc only to  rcspond ro 'The specific changes [Vcrizonl makes to i ts studies to 

inipleinenr the changes required by Ithe] oi.dei." Orrkrql 69.5 The weighting methodology 



about which AT&T/WorldCom complain was not 3 “change required by [the] order” and in fact 

\+:is no1 a chiii1.e at :ill Rathcr, Vel-lion ha? consistcntly used this methodology from the time i t  

I’iled i t q  init1:il switching studics in lhih case The arguments raised by M r .  Baranowski are not in 

any h a y  spccit’ic to Verizon VA’s compliance fi l ing Ins led,  they are cnticisms of Verlzon’s 

undcrlying switching modcl AT&LI/WorldCom could have raised these criticisms at any point 

dui.ing [his pnxccding - but did not -- 2nd thcy iire beyond the scope of thc issues that can be 

riiised tor the f i i ’ s ~  tiinc hae.  

In  any cvcnl. AT&T/WorldCom’s claims also are wrong In particular, Mr Baranowski 

wiongly iisscris thai Verizon V A  should have assumed that, i f  SCIS/LN did not model the costs 

for i~ feature tor  a p;ii.ticular lype of  swilch, that the feature was i n  fact costless for that switch 

Thus. he claims lhai in dctcrmining the weightcd average investment cost for a feature, VenLon 

V A  bhould include ii zcro cost tor the pei’centage associated with thc switch type(s) for which 

SCIS/IN does riot have an algorithm for deteimining the cost See, e.,?, Baranowski Decl. qIYI 

11-14 To take :I siniplc examplc, 1 1 2  carrier has equal percentages of switch types A, E, and C, 

and the available inl’ormation indicates thal the fca1ui.e invcstment cost IS $3 for switch types A 

and B. and thcic i s  no aviiiliihle int’ui-mation i o  determine the con-esponding cost for switch type 

C.  Mr Baranowski asscm that for switch lype C, the feature should bc treated as i f  i t  has a zero 

LOSI. which would inean that the average cost for that feature (for all switch types) is $2. But 

[hac niakcs no sensc. In  many ciises, allhough SCIMN does not include an algorithm to 

dctcrmine thc (:est of the particular le:lture for all thiee of the switch technologies, this does not 

incan ih‘it the  Ieaturc i tsclf is unav;irlable for those swrtchcs - or that 1 1  IS wrthourcost. In those 

ca~les. SCIS/IN use\ othei.cost data i t  r loe . v  I iave to determine the average feature cost In 



pai-ticular, tlic iivcrage 1earui.e cost 15 detcrniincd by calculating the weighted average cost of the 

vcndoi- \wiich o u t p u t 5  tor which informalion was availahlc 

11 would make no sense to instcad tieat the cost of thc fcatures in connection with those 

switch rechnologies for which an a l p i l h r n  was nor available as zero, as Mr Biiranowski argues 

T h a t  a5surnption i s  entirely arhirriii-y and wi l l  by dcfinition lead to an understated average cost 

‘ laking thc example above. i l  the :ivailable information demonstrates that the featurc cosls $3 for 

ihc IWO swirchcs foi which the data i s  availablc. the f a r  more i.casonable approach i s  Lo conclude 

thar the dveragc cost lor that leature for a l l  lhree switch types i s  $3 Indeed, where a specific 

I’eaturc has no incrcinenlal cost, SClSilN produces a zero cost output. 

Accordingly, the Bureau should i’elect AT&T/WorldCorn’s claims concerning the feature 

weighting incthodology 
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